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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This FINAL action is responsive to the response filed on 7/2/2008. 

2. In the Amendment Claims 1, 4-12, 17, 20-28 and 33-40 remain pending. Claim 1 is the independent claim. 

Withdrawn Objections 

3. The objection to claims 1 7, 20-28, 36-38 and 40 have been withdrawn in light of the persuasive arguments. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth 
in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1,4-12, 17, 20-28 and 33-40 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Vedula (U.S. 6,823,495, filed Sep 14, 2000) in view of Warshavsky (U.S. 6,732,095, filed Apr. 13, 2001) 

Regarding Independent claims 1 , A computer-implemented method for generating and using a mapping 
scheme, the method comprising: Receiving commands from a user, wherein said commands establish a 
mapping between one or more attributes of an XML document and one or more attributes of a relational 
database; Based on said commands, automatically generating a mapping scheme that represents said 
mapping, wherein said mapping scheme includes at least one of: multiple attributes of said XML document 
mapped to a single attribute of said relational database; and multiple attributes of said relational database 
mapped to a single attribute of said XML document; and using said mapping scheme to perform a single 
transformation that moves said XML document directly into said relational database without materializing the 
entire XML document separate from said XML document and said relational database during said 
transformation; wherein the one or more attributes of said relational database correspond to one or more 
columns in one or more tables in said relational database. 



Vedula teaches mapping between attributes of a source and target based on user commands (see abstract). 
Furthermore he shows that multiple attributes of a source or target are mapped between each other (see fig 
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1 & 7a & 12a & column 12, lines 25-35). Vedula shows that records which are part of a hierarchical tree are 
mapped between source and target documents (column 9, lines 1 0-25 & fig 1 ). Each record represents a 
mapping between a set such as record Field 1 from source to record field 1 to target, which is a child node 
of the parent node BLANK specification (see fig 1 and column 10, lines 1-16). Vedula further suggests that 
his invention with mapping between source and target objects may be between documents and databases, 
he doesn't explicitly teach that such mapping includes a relational database which transforms the data sets 
without materializing the entire set of data. Warshavsky teaches mapping between XML and relational data 
using a set of XML mapping definitions (abstract, fig 3 & column 2, lines 10-20). Warshavsky describes that 
mappings are done between the XML document which include specific elements mapped to a specific table 
in the relational database (column 3, lines 40-67). Thus the mappings transforms the data sets without 
materializing the entire set of data, because specific tables are mapped to XML data elements. The mapping 
are described using metadata within the XML mapping definitions thereby preventing the entire set of data 
from materializing (see column 4, lines 1-56 & column 5, lines 10-55). Since Vedula already supports the 
use of schemas for performing graphical mappings, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to have combined the XML mapping definitions of Warshavsky with Vedula. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to allow support for graphical mapping of relational data saving time. Saving time 
because the inexperienced user would not have to understand any schema related syntax to perform the 
mapping. 

Regarding Dependent claims 4 and 20, Vedula discloses wherein said mapping scheme further includes 
instructions on how to collapse a number of attributes of said XML document into a smaller number of 
attributes of said relational database (see figure 4b numeral 46 & column 10, lines 54-67, thus providing 
collapsing of attributes, including the explanation provided in the Independent claim). 

Regarding Dependent claim 5 and 21, Vedula discloses wherein said mapping scheme further includes 
instructions on how to expand a number of attributes of said XML document to a greater number of 
attributes of said relational database (see figure 5 numeral 46, thus providing expanding of attributes, 
including the explanation provided in the Independent claim). 



Regarding Dependent claims 6 and 22, Vedula discloses wherein: 
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• The step of receiving commands from a user includes receiving user input that specifies a 
condition, and an action associated with the condition (column 9, lines 25-35, wherein 
schema is the specified condition or rule used prior to the transformation process); and 

• The method further comprises the steps of performing an operation that includes 
converting data, based on said mapping scheme, from said XML document to a format 
associated with said relational database (column 9, lines 40-55, wherein converting data is 
the transformation done based on the mapping); 

• During performance of said operation, performing the steps of determining whether the 
condition is satisfied (column 9, lines 25-35, wherein the condition is specified in the 
schema and evaluated by the XSL engine shown in fig 2 prior to the transformation); and 

• If the condition is satisfied, then performing said action (column 9, lines 25-35, wherein the 
condition is specified in the schema and evaluated by the XSL engine shown in fig 2 prior 
to the transformation, wherein the transformation is the action performed based on the 
schema being satisfied, including the explanation provided in the Independent claim). 

Regarding Dependent claims 7 and 23, Vedula discloses wherein: 

• The step of receiving commands from a user includes receiving user input that specifies a 
specific set of instructions (column 9, lines 25-35); and 

• The method further comprises the steps of performing an operation that includes 
converting data, based on said mapping scheme, from said XML document to a format 
associated with said relational database (column 9, lines 40-55); and 

• During performance of said operation, executing the specific set of instructions to affect 
said operation (column 9, lines 40-55, including the explanation provided in the 
Independent claim). 

Regarding Dependent claims 8 and 24, Vedula discloses wherein: 

• The step of receiving commands from a user includes receiving user input that declares a 
variable to which values can be assigned (column 9, lines 25-35 & column 12, lines 50- 
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• The method further comprises the steps of performing an operation that includes 
converting data, based on said mapping scheme, from said XML document to a format 
associated with said relational database (column 9, lines 25-35 & column 12, lines 50-69); 
and 

• During performance of said operation, using said variable (column 9, lines 25-35 & column 
12, lines 50-69, including the explanation provided in the Independent claim). 

Regarding Dependent claims 9 and 25, Vedula discloses wherein: 

• The step of receiving commands from a user includes receiving user input that specifies a 
precompiled routine (column 12, lines 50-69 & column 13, lines 1-25); and 

• The method further comprises the steps of performing an operation that includes 
converting data, based on said mapping scheme, from said XML document to a format 
associated with said relational database (column 12, lines 50-69 & column 13, lines 1-25); 
and 

• During performance of said operation, calling said precompiled routine to affect said 
operation (column 12, lines 50-69 & column 13, lines 1-25, including the explanation 
provided in the Independent claim). 

Regarding Dependent claims 10 and 26, Vedula discloses: 

• Reading source data definition that includes information about said one or more attributes 
of said XML document (see abstract & fig 1 & 7a & 12a & column 12, lines 25-35J; 

• Reading target data definition that includes information about said one or more attributes 
of said relational database (see abstract & fig 1 & 7a & 12a & column 12, lines 25-35J; 

• Based on said source data definition and said target data definition, presenting to said 
user an interface that identifies said one or more attributes of said XML document and 
said one or more attributes of said relational database (see abstract & fig 1 & 7a & 1 2a & 
column 12, lines 25-35); 

• Wherein said step of receiving commands from said user interface is performed by- 
receiving said commands through said interface (see abstract & fig 1 & 7a & 1 2a & 
column 12, lines 25-35, including the explanation provided in the Independent claim). 
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Regarding Dependent claims 11 and 27, Vedula discloses wherein said mapping scheme includes 
instructions on how to collapse a number of hierarchical levels of said XML document into a smaller number 
of hierarchical levels of said relational database (see figure 4b numeral 46 & column 10, lines 54-67, 
including the explanation provided in the Independent claim). 

Regarding Dependent claims 12 and 28, Vedula discloses wherein said mapping scheme includes 
instructions on how to expand a number of hierarchical levels of said XML document to a greater number of 
hierarchical levels of said relational database (see figure 5 numeral 46, including the explanation provided in 
the Independent claim). 

Regarding Dependent claim 17, the claim describes a computer readable storage medium performing the 
method of claim 1 and is therefore rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding Dependent claims 33 and 36, Vedula discloses a plurality of said XML document are related to 
each other according to a first hierarchy that includes multiple hierarchical levels; a plurality of attributes of 
said relational database are related to each other according to a second hierarchy that includes multiple 
hierarchical levels; and said commands establish, in said mapping, that a particular hierarchical level of said 
XML document is mapped to a particular hierarchical level of said relational database, wherein said 
particular hierarchical level of said XML document is at a different depth, within said first hierarchy, than the 
depth of said particular hierarchal level of said relational database within said second hierarchy (Vedula 
teaches in figs 1 & 3c, column 9, lines 1-55, wherein source objects shown as attributes on figure 3c include 
a hierarchy that includes multiple levels, for example 18a and 18b of fig 1. Wherein the target also includes a 
multiple hierarchy of levels. Wherein the mappings include different depths., including the explanation 
provided in the Independent claim). 

Regarding Dependent claim 34 and 37, Vedula discloses wherein said single transformation is performed 
by executing commands defined in a programming language that supports operations to fetch said XML 
document directly and store said XML document directly into said relational database (see abstract, see fig 1 
& 7a & 12a & column 12, lines 25-35, including the explanation provided in the Independent claim). 



Application/Control Number: 10/656,440 
Art Unit: 2178 



Page 7 



Regarding Dependent claim 35 and 38, Vedula discloses wherein: said mapping scheme includes 
instructions which define that operations included in said single transformation are grouped to represent a 
transaction; and using said mapping scheme to perform said single transformation further comprises 
performing said operations in said transaction (see abstract, see fig 1 & 7a & 12a & column 12, lines 25-35, 
including the explanation provided in the Independent claim). 

Regarding Dependent claims 39 and 40, Vedula discloses wherein using said mapping scheme to perform 
said single transformation comprises: processing a first XML element of said XML document to move said 
first XML element from said XML document to said relational database; and after processing of said first 
XML element is completed, processing a second XML element of said XML document to move said second 
XML element from said XML document to said relational database, wherein said second XML element is 
different from said first XML element (see abstract, see fig 1 & 7a & 12a & column 12, lines 25-35, including 
the explanation provided in the Independent claim). 

It is noted that any citation [[s]] to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art 
references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any 
way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have 
reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. [[See, MPEP 2123]] 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 7/2/2008 have been fully considered but are not persuasive. 

Applicant Argues: Vedula and Warshavskv fails to teaches the features recited in Independent claim 1. (pg 
4, paragraph 4) 

Specifically that the reference fails to teach performing a single transformation without materializing the 
entire XML document (pg 4, paragraph 2) 

Further. Vedula and Warshavskv do not describe or suggest any commands that are operable to fetch an 
XML document directly and to store the XML document directly into a relational database, (pg 5, paragraph 
4 & pg 6, paragraphs 2-3) 
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The Examiner Respectfully Disagrees: Warshavsky discloses moving an XML document directly into a 
relational database without materializing the entire XML document, in column 7, lines 30-67 & column 8, 
lines 5-30 he discloses that while processing the XML attributes in memory as an instance he processes the 
attributes to the respective fields based on the defined metadata, if a matching field is found then populate 
the field, thus if the matching field is not specified in the metadata than the entire document cannot be 
materialized into the respective fields of the database. 

It is not necessary that the references actually suggest, expressly or in so many words the changes 
or improvements that applicant has made. The test for combining references is what the references 
as a whole would have suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art. In re Sheckler, 168 USPQ 716 
(CCPA 1971); In re McLaughlin 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971); In re Young 159 USPQ 725 (CCPA 1968). 

(Note: The Examiner appreciates applicant's effort to expedite prosecution in this application. 
However as explained above the claim limitations are not clear in its current state to overcome the 
reference. The Examiner advises applicant to contact the examiner for an interview to discuss 
potential novel language within the specification and clarify over the teachings of the prior art to 
expedite prosecution). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and 
the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed 
to Manglesh M. Patel whose telephone number is (571) 272-5937. The examiner can normally be reached on M, W 
6 am-3 pm T, TH 6 am-2pm, Fr 9am-6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Stephen S. 
Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information 
Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR 
or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the 



Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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